Message

From: Young, Dianna [Young.Dianna@epa.gov]

Sent: 7/16/2018 9:21:07 PM

To: LEE, LILY [LEE.LILY@EPA.GOV]

cC: Azad, Ava [Azad.Ava@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: FYl - HQ review of SF Chronicle responses re Bldg 606 at Hunters Point Naval Shipyard

At the moment, | don’t have any comments. | sent it to Paul and Greg but they may not make the deadline.
| see why Ava is questioning Parcel A. I'm a bit confused myself.

Dianna

From: LEE, LILY

Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 4:43 PM

To: Azad, Ava <Azad.Ava@epa.gov>; Young, Dianna <Young.Dianna@epa.gov>; Walker, Stuart
<Walker.Stuart@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: FYI - HQ review of SF Chronicle responses re Bldg 606 at Hunters Point Naval Shipyard

Parcel A was transferred in 2004. We don’t have concerns about Parcel A. So | really meant Parcel G.

From: Azad, Ava

Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 1:21 PM

To: LEE, LILY <LEE.LILYEEPA GOV>: Young, Dianna <¥oung. Dianna@epa.gov>; Walker, Stuart <Walker Stuart@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: FYI - HQ review of SF Chronicle responses re Bldg 606 at Hunters Point Naval Shipyard

Thanks, Lily,

in this sentence: “As for questions about the prior work done by Tetra Tech EC Inc., EPA’s focus right now is on working
with the Navy and other regulatory agencies to create a sampling approach and plan for Parcels G.” Is the highlighted
portion supposed to be “Parcels Aand G” or “Parcel G77

Ava Azad

Attorney-Advisor

Federal Facilities Enforcement Office, 2202H
U.5. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Ave, NW {MC 22814)
Washington, D.C. 20460

P: {202} 564-4473

F: {202} 501-0069

NOTICE: ENFORCEMENT CONFIDENTIAL AND/OR ATTORNEY CLIENT PRIVILEGED: DO NOT RELEASE UNDER FOIA: This
message is being sent by or on behalf of an attorney. 1t is intended exclusively for the individual{s} or entity{s} to whom
or to which it is addressed. This communication may contain information that is proprietary, privileged, or confidential
or otherwise legally exempt from disclosure. If you are not the named addressee, you are not authorized to read, print,
retain, copy, or disseminate this message or any part of it. If you have received this message in error, please notify the
sender immediately by email and delete all copies of the message.

From: LEE, LILY
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 3:59 PM
To: Azad, Ava <Azad. Ava@epa.gov>; Young, Dianna <Young. DHanna@epa.zov>; Walker, Stuart
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<Walker.Stuart@epa.gov>
Subject: FYI - HQ review of SF Chronicle responses re Bldg 606 at Hunters Point Naval Shipyard

Dear Ava, Dianna, and Stuart,
FYT - Other HQ representatives are reviewing draft responses due today to SF Chronicle

San Francisco Chronicle reporters have asked lengthy and detailed questions about potential rad and chemical
contamination at Building 606 on Hunters Point. Previously the site had been used to launder clothes that
radiological workers wore. The SF Police have leased office space here since 1997, and some police workers
expressed concerns about potential exposure. Reporters challenged the adequacy of characterization and
cleanup done before EPA approved the lease in 2004. Tetra Tech EC Inc. performed some radiological work
close to the building but outside the building footprint.

Regardless of questionable Tetra Tech EC Inc. practices, EPA previously told the public that the police workers
are not at risk because the Navy has removed 4-5 feet of surface soil and sanitary sewer and storm drain lines
from beneath Building 606. In addition, an 8-12” concrete foundation provides protective shielding from
radiation. The reporters asked similar questions to the Navy and the City, who also sent responses.

From: Huitric, Michele

Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 11:53 AM

To: LEE, LILY <LEE LUYEREDS SO>S

Subject: FY! - HQ review of Chronicle - Hunters Point Naval Shipyard

FYI — Chronicle response is with HQ for review. HQ OPA looped in some SFD folks; see yellow highlights.

From: regionalpress

Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 10:45 AM

<Forsecs Sihdna®ena gov>: Falvo, Nicholas <falvo nicholas @ ena eovs: Darwin, Veronica <darwin veronica@enagows
Cc: Huitric, Michele <Huitric. Michele@epa, gov>; Zito, Kelly <ZITO KELLYEEPA GOV>: Glenn, William

<Glenn Willlam @ ena. gov>

Subject: FW: R9 media query (DDL: Today) - San Francisco Chronicle - Hunters Point Naval Shipyard

Looping HQ superfund folks in on this — any comments/edits? thanks ng

Nancy Grantham

Office of Public Affairs

US Environmental Protection Agency
202-564-6879 (desk)

202-253-7056 (mobile)

From: Huitric, Michele

Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 1:16 PM

To: regionalpress <regicnalpress@epa.gov>

Cc: Zito, Kelly <ZITOLKELLY@EPA GOV, Glenn, William <Glenn Willlam® epa.gov>; Huitric, Michele
<Huitric Michele@epa.gov>

Subject: R9 media query (DDL: Today) - San Francisco Chronicle - Hunters Point Naval Shipyard

Hi all -
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Please see below for our proposed response to questions we received from SF Chronicle reporters Jason Fagone and
Cynthia Dizikes regarding Hunters Point Naval Shipyard Building 606. Given the extensive list of 20+ questions, and the
short deadline, we have prepared an overall narrative response rather than going question by question. Note: the Navy
and San Francisco Health Department received similar queries and also responded in narrative form. The attached Word
document shows the original request from the reporters.

Please let us know if good to go. The reporters’ deadline is COB today, so we would like to send to them as soon as
possible today.

Thanks,
Michele

Response to San Francisco Chronicle questions
Thank you for your query regarding Hunters Point Naval Shipyard (HPNS) Building 606.

Many of the questions you asked and sections of text you asked EPA to review are most appropriately handled by other
agencies. We are providing you with background information that will help to clarify the facts related to Building 606
and EPA’s role.

The Navy, as the former owner and operator of the HPNS, is the lead agency responsible for the investigation and
cleanup of HPNS. EPA and its state regulatory agency partners oversee and enforce Navy compliance with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act {commonly called the Superfund law) and
other requirements to ensure the cleanup at HPNS protects human health and the environment.

As such, the Navy is responsible for drafting documents describing the nature and extent of any hazardous substances
released on the site, such as the Environmental Baseline Assessments; evaluating the risks posed by those hazardous
substances; and recommending what, if anything, needs to be done to address them prior to making a Finding of
Suitability to Lease (FOSL). EPA is responsible for reviewing and evaluating these types of documents for accuracy,
compliance with the Superfund law, and consistency with other site environmental documents that have been
published.

In any case in which the federal government (here, the Navy) intends to lease a parcel on which hazardous substances
are known to have been released or disposed of, the Superfund law requires the Navy to notify the lessee and
potentially restrict the use of the property to mitigate any residual risk the contaminants could pose. In this case, EPA
confirmed that the 2008 FOSL required such a notice to future lessees of Building 606 and appropriately restricted the
use of the property, consistent with the Superfund law.

EPA believes the workers in Building 606 are protected from potential radiological and volatile organic compound
contamination. The surface soil beneath the building has been excavated and removed to a depth of 5.5 feet. In
addition, an 8 - 12” concrete slab provides protective shielding from potential radiation. Building 606 also has a vapor
barrier and ventilated crawl space in place to protect building occupants from potential volatile organic compounds.

The attached map shows that the location of the single sample showing elevated levels of 1,4-dichlorobenzene is not
close to Building 606. It also shows four detections of benzene in three locations. Two of the locations are adjacent to
Building 606, not under it, and one is beneath the parking lot. Benzene was not found in the groundwater monitoring
well in the vicinity.

The Navy’s Human Health Risk Assessment, which was performed related to volatile organic compounds, was based on
extremely conservative assumptions. For example, it assumes that someone would be in contact directly with the
chemical in soil, but in fact, Building 606 has a vapor barrier and ventilated crawl space. It also assumes that each
chemical would be present in a uniform concentration over a widespread area, but in fact, most sampling locations did
not show elevated levels of chemicals. Third, it assumes that each chemical would never reduce its volume, but in fact,
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nearly twenty years have passed since the original tests, and the chemicals are “volatile,” which means that they can
easily turn into a gas form and blow away, thus reducing their volume.

Regarding Buildings 507 and 508, please see attached Figure 5-1 from the Final Status Survey Report for Building 503. It
shows that Buildings 507 and 508 overlap only with the southeast and southwest corners of the parking lot, not with
Building 606. For reference, here is a link to the document about the excavation of the soil from underneath Building
503. https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/final documents2?global id=38440005&doc id=60320254

As for questions about the prior work done by Tetra Tech EC Inc., EPA’s focus right now is on working with the Navy and
other regulatory agencies to create a sampling approach and plan for Parcels G. As we move forward, we will assess
proposed retesting at all parcels where Tetra Tech EC Inc. did radiological work.

Michels Mullrio, MPH

Ofice of Pubdic Affairs

LLE, Environmental Protection Agency - Ragion 8
San Francisoo, CA

Offlee: 415.972.2185

el 415 916 8663

hultricomichele @ena gov

rwiltercom/FPAresiond
farebook com/ERAregiond
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